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The Honorable William H. Alsup 
U.S. District Court 
Northern District of California 
450 Golden Gate Avenue 
Courtroom 12 - 19th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Judge Alsup: 

As you requested, this is a letter report on the vegetation management field inspections 
(“VM inspections”) the Monitor team is conducting pursuant to the Court's April 3, 2019 Order 
(“April 3 Order”). This submission includes: (I) background information on the VM inspections; 
(2) an explanation of the VM inspections process; (3) the Monitor team’s preliminary observations; 
(4) PG&E’s feedback based on the Monitor team’s preliminary findings; (5) the Monitor team’s 
preliminary suggestions to PG&E, as shared with the Company on July 17, 2019; and (6) 
concluding thoughts. 


I. 


OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND 


Consistent with the April 3 Order, the Monitor team designed 
evaluate PG&E’s compliance with aspects of its publicly-filed Wildfire 
Vegetation Management (“EVM”) program and applicable VM-relatecI 
inspections also help the Monitor team identify issues with PG&E’s acti 
and any related defects or safety concerns with respect to PG&E’s 
vegetation management efforts. 


ual 


the VM inspections to 
Safety Plan’s Enhanced 
regulations. The VM 
operational processes 
Wildfire Safety Plan’s 


The Monitor team began building the VM inspections process in April 2019, following this 
Court’s issuance of the April 3 Order. As discussed in Section II, the Monitor team analyzed 
PG&E’s internal EVM systems and created a purpose-built inspection process. The Monitor team 
began fieldwork in May 2019, and has periodically adjusted our processes in light of our 
observations to provide actionable feedback to PG&E. For example, while the VM inspections 
were not initially intended to assess recordkeeping, the Monitor team’s review has revealed 
substantial recordkeeping issues relating to the Company’s pre-inspection! and tree work processes. 
The Monitor team has therefore modified its protocols to track and assess these issues, and raise 
them to PG&E early. PG&E expressed its agreement that the recordkeepjng issues identified were 
real and require improvement. 
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As part of this effort, the Monitor team provides PG&E an opportunity to review the 
Monitor’s concerns and observations, and mitigate them. In addition to providing detailed reports 
to the Company on potential missed trees (referred to as “potential exceptions”), the Monitor team 
is also providing its broader, programmatic observations to leadership responsible for VM. A 
report to the CEO is also planned, and we expect to discuss these issues with the PG&E Board, as 
they have asked to be kept updated. j 

As of July 19, 2019, the Monitor team has inspected over 1,550 VM projects (equivalent 
to over 71 circuit miles) and has sent over 400 potential exception reports to PG&E. 1 Based on its 
inspections thus far, the Monitor team has two core observations. First, rG&E’s contractors are 
missing numerous trees that should have been identified and worked undejr applicable regulations 
and the EVM program. Thus, not only is PG&E falling short of its EViyi goals for the year, but 

systems for recording, 
kely contributing to the 


the quality of the completed work is questionable. Second, PG&E’s 
tracking, and assigning EVM work are not reliable or consistent and are I 
identified quality issues. 


The Monitor team shared these observations and other recoi 
detailed, 65-slide presentation on July 17, 2019 to senior leadership 
Community Wildfire Safety Program (“CWSP”) groups (Ex. 1.) The Me 
ensured that it had a large enough sample size before sharing actionable s' 
leadership, and soliciting their feedback. The Monitor team also desih 
sample size to report informed observations to the Court. 


rpmendations through a 
in PG&E’s VM and 
nitor team intentionally 
i^ggestions with PG&E’s 
ed to have a sufficient 


We respectfully believe that the VM inspections pursuant to the April 3 Order have been 
valuable and impactful. Not only is the Monitor team generating meaningful insight into PG&E’s 
VM program that is otherwise unavailable, the Company has told the Monitor team that the reports 
and observations arising out of the inspections provide prompt, useful, specific, and actionable 
feedback. PG&E’s VM team has also provided the Monitor team with specific requests on areas 
for further review and analysis, leveraging the Monitor team’s VM inspections to enhance the 
Company’s processes and help address wildfire risk. The VM inspections have also revealed 


public safety hazards (for example, trees in contact with power lines in 


Monitor team has escalated to PG&E in real-time, and PG&E has immediately mitigated. 


The Monitor team is building a good feedback loop with PG&E, 
can assess PG&E’s response to each identified issue, including any steps 


high-risk areas) that the 


where the Monitor team 
taken to mitigate those 


1 For purposes of its July 17.2019 presentation to PG&E regarding the inspections process (Ex. I). the Monitor team 
prepared its statistics and analysis based on inspections through July 5.2019. For the sake of consistency, those same 
statistics are referenced throughout the remainder of this submission. For the Court's benefit, as of July 5,2019, the 
Monitor team had inspected 1,223 VM projects (equivalent to 53.49 circuit miles). By the time of its presentation to 
PG&E, the Monitor team had sent over 350 reports to the Company. 
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matters. The Monitor team also looks forward to assessing any broader^ programmatic changes 
PG&E makes to its VM processes, in light of the gaps the Monitor has identified and the related 
suggestions the Monitor team has provided to PG&E. PG&E has expressed its interest in this 
dialogue as well. Moving forward, the Monitor team looks forward to assessing trends and, 
hopefully, observing improvements to PG&E’s VM program. 

II. INSPECTION PROCESS 


EVM Lifecycle and Scope 


PG&E’s EVM program follows a lifecycle that consists of of pre-inspections, tree work, 
and post-work verifications. A pre-inspector initially assesses the vegetation surrounding power 
lines, and identifies and prescribes EVM work (for example, pruning or removal of vegetation). 
Tree work contractors are then supposed to perform the prescribed pruning or removal. After the 
tree work is performed, contractors (different from the initial pre-inspectors) conduct post-work 
verification to confirm that all work required under EVM was completed, 
the responsible contractor must remediate the issue. 


The EVM program focuses solely on High Fire-Threat D 
(approximately 25,200 circuit miles in total). As a result, in creating the 
the Monitor team worked with the Company to identify HFTDs where 
EVM work. This approach enabled the Monitor team to inspect areas that 
and worked under the EVM program, along with areas where no EVM w 


f deficiencies are found. 


strict (“HFTD”) areas 
VM inspections process, 
PG&E was conducting 
PG&E had pre-inspected 
ork had yet occurred. 


Under the EVM program, the Company must: (1) achieve 12 feet of radial clearance around 
conductors at the time of pruning (“radial clearance”); (2) mitigate hazard trees; (3) mitigate 
vegetation overhanging conductors within four feet of a vertical column extending from each side 
of the conductor upwards to the sky (“overhang”); and (4) remove “risk trees” (that is, ten specified 
tree species that the Company has determined have historically been involved in most ignitions). 
Mitigation of hazard trees and achieving four feet of radial clearance are required under California 
regulations. However, the overhang and risk tree initiatives are unique to EVM. 


B. Inspection Process 


As an initial matter, while the Monitor team applied rigor in bui 
Monitor team appreciates that there is always room for improvement an<jl 
its approach. The Monitor team has—and will continue to—modify its 
is collecting, sharing, and evaluating key data points, consistent with 
inspections. 


ilding its processes, the 
is therefore not rigid in 
processes to ensure that it 
the purpose of the VM 









Case 3:14-cr-00l75W\/HA Document 1089 Filed 08/155^9 Page 4 of 33 


KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 


United States District Court 
July 26,2019 
Page 4 


1 . 


Team Composition and Training 


Each inspection team consists of: (1) an arborist certified by the International Society of 
Arboriculture, employed by Filsinger Energy Partners (“FEP”) with several years of utility 
experience; and (2) a Kirkland & Ellis attorney. FEP Arborists are provided a training manual 
with relevant materials, including the 2008 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(“CAL FIRE”) Field Guide and hazard-tree identification criteria, as supplemented by CAL 
FIRE’s guidance in its submission to this Court (Dkt. # 1012). Kirkland attorneys also receive 
training explaining how to conduct inspections, with step-by-step details on preparing for an 
assignment, navigating the project, gathering data, and uploading collected data. Attorneys and 
FEP Arborists receive multiple days of training in the field before they may conduct inspections. 

FEP is an independent energy advisory firm recognized for its expertise in the electric 
power sector, including generation, transmission and distribution, and retail operations. Among 
other high-profile matters, FEP has been supporting the recovery and restoration of the electric 
system in Puerto Rico following Hurricane Maria. The Monitor team leverages FEP’s expertise 
by, among other things, ensuring the VM inspections process is overseen by an FEP expert with 
experience in utility vegetation management. 


The Kirkland attorneys that are part of each team are versed in PC) 
well as the issues the Company is facing and that the Monitor team is 
training, workflow management, etc.). In that regard, the Kirkland 
responsible for developing the recordkeeping observations discussed in Sei 
inspection fieldwork requires a two-person crew, the Monitor team’s impn 
FEP Arborist with a Kirkland attorney has been effective, and that this Coi 
attorneys in fieldwork has proven successful. 

2. Selecting Locations 

PG&E uses a software application called Arc Collector to recorjd and track EVM work. 
Arc Collector uses real-time location tracking and a map-based interface (illustrated in Figure 1 
below) to collect and record project-related data, including trees that need to be worked or have 
been worked, location of the conductor, and environmental information. 


&E’s EVM program, as 
tracking (e.g., resources, 
attorney team is largely 
ction III. Given that the 
ession is that pairing an 
urt’s directive to include 
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In-Progress 

Ifcll Tree Work Complete 
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No Work Required Under EVM 
Quarantine 
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— • Permit Hold 
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Figure 1: Arc Collector Map and Map Legend. 


A Wood Mgmt Complete 
A Work Identified 
A In-Progress 
A Tree Work Complete 
A Closed 
A Compliance Only 
A Refusal 

A No Work Required Under EVM 
A Quarantine 


PG&E granted the Monitor team access to Arc Collector. Based on our review of the 
database, the Monitor team selected random, targeted samples of circuits i ri HFTDs across PG&E’s 
service territory where EVM work is scheduled or completed. The samp e set includes projects at 
all stages of the EVM lifecycle, including projects that have been pre-inspected, worked, and for 
which post-work verification is complete. 


3. Previews 


To ensure that the Monitor team’s inspection teams can safely 
selected circuits and avoid delays, the Monitor team previews each p 
confirm that it can be (1) inspected safely in accordance with the Monitor t 
(2) inspected without disturbing customers, and (3) accessed on foot 


and efficiently access 
roposed inspection site to 
:eam’s inspection policy, 
Flor example, the Monitor 
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team has determined that multiple sites are unsafe for inspection due to fast-moving vehicle traffic 
and a narrow road shoulder. 2 


As of July 5, 2019, the Monitor team had previewed 792 miles in 
566 miles were accessible and safe for inspection, and the Monitor team 
those miles. 

4. Inspection Methodology 


six geographic areas— 
had inspected 53.49 of 


The Monitor team uses three inspection methodologies. Method A is an audit of specific 
trees reflected in Arc Collector, to ensure that the tree work was correctly identified by the pre¬ 
inspectors (prescribed) and/or was correctly worked or mitigated by tree crews. Method B 
(primarily deployed by the Monitor team) involves walking along a primary distribution line that 
has been pre-inspected, worked, and/or post-work verified, and assessing whether the vegetation 
prescriptions or work done actually complied with the EVM scope. Mjethod C involves teams 
walking along a primary distribution line that PG&E has not yet pre-inspected for EVM and 
recording vegetation issues. I 


5, 


Fieldwork and Data Collection 


The Monitor team assigns each inspection team a project through 
Each inspection team uses an iPad while in the field to record their ri 
template inspection forms. The forms record several pieces of informal 
where the work was completed (that is, project name and status in Arc 
it, and what was observed (see examples in Figures 2-5 below). 


the Arc Collector map. 
eal-time observations on 
on, including when and 
lector), who completed 


Col 


Consistent with the Method B process, the inspection teams obspi 
the circuit line and identify any trees that potentially do not meet 
overhangs, radial clearance, hazard trees, and risk trees. The inspection tea 
points for each potential exception, including tree species, height and diam 
coordinates, physical markings, distance from the conductor, and other c 
observations. 3 The inspection teams carry laser-guided tools that enable th 
The inspection teams also take multiple photos of any potential exception 
point. 


rve the vegetation near 
EVM scope, such as 
ams record detailed data 
eter specifications, GPS 
omments to substantiate 
em to measure this data. 
i:rees from a safe vantage 


2 These safety considerations can limit the Monitor team's ability to assess all projects and the sample set is necessarily 
limited to projects that are safely accessible on fool. 


3 As reflected in Figure 5. due to the high number of potential risk tree exceptions (2,670 as of July 5), the Monitor 
team only records the tree species and tree count for potential risk trees in each project that the Monitor team inspects. 
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The inspection teams also record: (I) potential discrepancies in Arc Collector; (2) customer 
interactions; and (3) any other notable observations. Additionally, the Monitor team fills out 
inspection forms for projects where the team did not identify any potential 
Monitor team can keep track of all work that the team completed, including for all favorable 
findings. The collected data is then catalogued, compiled, and stored. 


ASSIGNMENT 183671 B 001 ln$i>cctlon Form 


CIRCUIT NAME 

MOLINO 1102 


REGION 

North Coast 


STATUS 

Work Identified 


GPS COORDINATES (BEGINNING) 

38.413, 122.973 


GPS COORDINATES (ENDING) 

38.414, 122.980 


PRE-INSPECTION DATE 

4/12/2019 5/8/2019 


TRAFFIC CONTROL 

8 projects require traffic control 


ENCROACHMENT PERMITS 

N/A 


PERMITS 

0 



- 1 ^.- 


INSR|6nON N(itH.Op [AOR E 

i:. 

B 

1 

t- 1 r i nt ra 1 1 n i . i 

■ 

■ 

1:30 PM 

< 


m 

t 

m 

38.413, -122.973 




792 




5:00 PM 

1 


■ 

38.414, -122.980 


.. 

■ 

II 

791 



^SSGNMENTID} 



7/8/2019 


Levi Conrad 


Amarto Bhattacharyya 








Figure 2: Excerpts from the Monitor team's Method B inspection form, 
details. 


reflecting basic project 
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Safety Briefing Acknowledgment - All on-site personnel must initial to confirm thjat they participated 
in the safety briefing: 




Ab 


LC 












Additional safety issues discussed outside of standard protocol or additional personnel: 



gjfg 



38.413000, -122.973335 

183327 

Coastal Redwood 

Overhang 

38.413000, -122.973335 

183327 

Douglas fir 

Overhang 

38.413166, -122.973309 

183327 

Other: (Write in 
Comments) 

Overhang 

38.412809, -122.974084 

183274 

Coastal Redwood 

Hazard tree 


Figure 3: Additional excerpts from Method B inspection forms , reflecting (1) the safety briefing 
acknowledgment and (2) some of the data points collected 
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14 feet above line 

No work required 
Under EVM 

No 

No 


Tree not in 
ArcCoIlector 

No paint observed 

35 feet above line 

No work required 
under EVM 

No 

No 


Tree not in 
ArcC.oiIeapr 

No paint observed 

Madrone. 8 feet above line. 

No work required 
under EVM 

No 

No 


Tree not in 
ArcCoIlector 

No paint observed 

Soil erosion, root loss, root anchorage 
compromised, majority of branches on side of 
conductor. 

No work required 
under EVM 

No 

No 


Tree not in 
ArcCoIlector 

No paint observed 


rr&S 'in-r T.'i-.nn'.itTfr.v 


ai 


■UBilHBai 

M 

■HS 

1:45 PM 

183327 

Asked what we are doing, responded inspecting lines. 



Figure 4: Additional excerpts from Method B inspection forms, reflectL 
points collected and (2) notes regarding customer / third party interacts 


iig (1) additional data 
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36019 

Gray pine 

Risk tree 


4 

2980 

Douglas fir 

Risk tree 


1 

38549 

Coastal live oak 

Risk tree 


2 

2980 

Black oak 

Risk tree 


1 


Figure 5: Additional excerpt from Method B inspection forms, reflecting risk tree data 
collection. 
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6. Report Generation 

! 

The Monitor team uses the data collected from the completed inspection forms to prepare 
reports regarding potential exceptions. The reports are intended to consolidate the data collected 
from the field and provide succinct, precise, actionable details to PG&E regarding the subject tree, 
such that PG&E can dispatch personnel to the site, identify the subject tree, and determine the need 
(and urgency) for mitigation. 


a. Reports 

The Monitor team aims to provide PG&E with reports as quick 
inspections. The Monitor team typically prepares a single report for each 
is, for each tree), but similar potential exceptions are sometimes grouped 
for ease of review (for example, a cluster of potential overhangs on the sai 
are quality-checked before being transmitted to the Company. 


y as possible following 
potential exception (that 
together into one report 
me project). The reports 


Excerpts from a report are included at Figures 6 to 8 below. An a< 
the over 400 reports the Monitor team has transmitted to PG&E are reflee 


iqditional sample of 19 of 
ted in Exhibit 2. 
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A potential hazard tree was found during a Monitor Inspection on June 18, 2019 of Project 
PR_186705 on Circuit Molino 1102. In general terms, this circuit is located on the outskirts 
of the city of Sebastopol, CA, running approximately 10 miles to the west of the city. This 
circuit is located in/near a Tier 3 fire threat area pursuant to the ArcCollector database. The 
approximate position of the tree is denoted as the red circle in the second graphic below. 




Figure 6: Excerpts of the first page of a sample potential exception report, reflecting the project 
location and description. 
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PG&E ArcCollector 

Project Status 

No Work Required Under EVM 


Monitor Team Observed 
Tree Work in Immediate 
Vicinity of Subject Tree 

Yes 


Species 

Coastal Live Oak 


GPS Coordinates 

38.410948.-122.947381 


Approx, Distance from 
Primary Conductor 

Trunk of tree 23 feet south 


Approx. Height 

56 feet 


VegType 

Potential Hazard Tree 


Monitor Arborist 

Comment 

Observations of the tree include 
cavity in trunk displays evidenc 
decay, (b) guy wire embedded ii 
and (c) tree leaning toward priir 
conductor 

(a) 
ie of 
n trunk, 
lary 


Figure 7: “Tree Information ” chart included in each report, reflecting key data points and 
observations regarding the subject tree. 
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Figure 8: Photos included in a sample report. Here, the photos substantiate the observations 
that (1) there is a cavity in the trunk, (2) the tree is leaning towards the primary conductor, and 
(3) guy wire is embedded in the tree’s trunk. 


With respect to risk trees, rather than providing a report for each 
Monitor team has identified over 2,600 potential risk trees as of July 5, 
provides a list of all risk trees, broken out by project (for ease of locatioi 
Figure 9 below). Consistent with the EVM scope, each potential risk tree 
the Monitor team is (1) one of the ten identified species, and (2) tall e; 
assets. 


potential exception (the 
2019), the Monitor team 
n) and tree species (see 
exception identified by 
hough to strike electrical 
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Species 






Protect tD 

PR012713 

Black Oak 

Coastal Live “ 

-—- live Oak 

Oak 

Tan Oak Valiev Oak Gray Pine 

Pragtas 

8 

Ponder ova 

Pine 

Monterey 

Pine 

Bfaie 

ftum/EucaJvotm 

Total 

8 

PR 012796 

6 

2 


25 




33 

PRJJ12813 




1 




1 

PR 012840 

2 



5 




7 

PR_013147 




6 




6 

PR013163 

. 



4 




4 

PRJD13167 

1 

1 


23 




25 

Pfl_013266 




1 


1 


2 

PR 013323 


5 






5 

PR_020402 





1 



1 

Pft_020837 


2 






2 

PR_037857 



4 1 





5 

PR.037863 


5 






5 

PR_166733 

2 

2 


5 

1 



10 

PR_166734 


* 


4 


! 


4 


Figure 9: An excerpt of a risk tree report provided to PG&E, reflecting the total potential risk 
trees identified by the Monitor team, broken out by project and tree species . 


Urgent Reports 


If an inspection team encounters a tree that appears to requ 
inspection team immediately raises the matter to senior members of 
Monitor team then escalates urgent potential exceptions to PG&E thrc 
email report that same day. In turn, PG&E provides prompt updates re 
the issue. 


re urgent attention, the 
the Monitor team. The 
gh a phone call and an 
yarding how it mitigated 


To date, during the first 10 weeks of field inspections, the Monitor 
of three urgent potential exceptions that could have resulted in fataliti 
damage if not timely remediated. Notably, because PG&E is on a one-yea 
exceptions may not have been identified and remediated until the earli 
PG&E last inspected that particular area, or (2) the date such comp 
through PG&E’s post-work verification process, assuming post-wor^. 
effective, which is an issue discussed further below. 


First, on June 27, 2019, the Monitor team informed PG&E of a 
foot of the primary conductor, despite being marked as “tree work comp 
PG&E reported to the Monitor team that the issue was mitigated the nexi 


team has notified PG&E 
ies, injuries, or serious 
r inspection cycle, these 
er of (1) one year after 
l^ted work was reviewed 
verification would be 


tree that was within one 
ete” on March 18, 2019. 
day. 
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Second, on July 11, 2019, the Monitor team informed PG&E of a tree that was in contact 
with a primary conductor near the driveway of a private residence (see Figure 10 below). The 
Monitor team stayed in the area until a PG&E-dispatched pre-inspector arrived. The pre-inspector 
remained on the scene until a tree crew arrived to address the issue later i:hat day. 



Figure 10: Tree found by Monitor team on July 11, 2019 that was in contact with a primary 
conductor. 


Most recently, on July 12,2019, the Monitor team informed PG& 
inches of the primary conductor, and had been contacting the conductor 
reflected in Figure 11 below, leaves of the tree had been burned from 
primary conductor. PG&E informed the Monitor team that this particu 
routine compliance work in November 2018 and a tree work company 
completed the work in February 2019, even though it was not actually o 


of a tree that was within 
during wind gusts. As 
ingoing contact with the 
lar tree was identified for 
reported to PG&E that it 
ompleted (that is, the tree 
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work company provided a false certification). On April 16, 2019, a different pre-inspector 
inspected the area under the EVM scope, prescribed the tree for work, but failed to note the 
urgency. 


PG&E pruned the tree the same day the Monitor team raised the issue (July 12, 2019). 
PG&E also investigated the issue, and reported the following to the Monitor team: (I) the tree 
worker who falsely stated the tree was trimmed may no longer work on PG&E lines; (2) PG&E 
conducted a “stand down” at the tree work company to discuss how to prevent similar occurrences 
in the future; (3) PG&E will audit the tree worker’s prior work to identify any similar issues; and 
(4) the EVM pre-inspector has been stood down while his prior work is a 


so investigated. 


This inspection thus identified a substantial public safety hazard that required immediate 
mitigation, and also identified significant performance issues with contractors, involving multiple 
steps in the EVM and routine VM processes. While this situation is unfortunate, it is the type of 
actionable intelligence the VM inspections were designed to uncover. 



Figure 11: Treefound by Monitor team on July 12,2019 within inches of the primary conductor 
and with evidence that tree leaves had been burned from contact with th e primary conductor in 
a Tier 3 high fire-threat district. 
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ID. PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS 
A. Background 


The Monitor team tracks and aggregates its observations, both 
potential exceptions identified (for example, overhangs, hazard trees, etc 
to other salient issues (for example, systemic recordkeeping deficienc 
Monitor team to analyze the data and generate metrics relating to varic 
program. 


'or the various types of 
.), but also with respect 
ies). This enables the 
us aspects of the EVM 


In turn, the Monitor team provides these metrics to PG&E, which helps the Company 
identify aspects of its processes that require improvement. The Monitor team recently presented 
a detailed, two hour, 65-slide presentation on July 17, 2019 to senior leadership in the VM and 
CWSP groups (Ex. 1). A similar presentation, albeit shorter, is expected to be given to the CEO, 
William Johnson, and the Board has previously asked to be apprised of these issues, which we 
have done with similar issues (for example, locate and mark issues. Dig Safe issues, and issues 
with the reliability of calibration of leak detection tools) in the past. 


; tha 


In summary, the Monitor team’s inspections are generating significai 
for PG&E. The VM inspections are not only revealing individual trees 
three active wildfire threats in high risk areas, but they also reflect gaps in 
contractor training) and other issues bearing on the overall efficacy o 
example, systemic recordkeeping deficiencies). Of course, five of PG& 
from the 2016 trial related to record-keeping defects concerning its gas 0| 


B. 


Overview of Observations 


As of July 5, 2019, the Monitor team had inspected 1,223 proje 
Collector), which is equivalent to 53.49 miles of primary distribution liiji 
found 3,280 potential exceptions (that is, individual trees that appeared to 
the EVM scope) out of 53.49 miles inspected. A total of 592 out of 
inspected contained at least one dubious tree. Many contained more. 


nt, actionable findings 
t are missed, including 
processes (for example, 
the VM program (for 
E’s felony convictions 
derations. 


cts (as reflected in Arc 
es. The Monitor team 
lave been missed under 
1,223 projects (48.4%) 


The Monitor team found an average of 61.32 exceptions per mile 
project. Even excluding potential risk tree exceptions, the Monitor team 
of 53.49 miles inspected, averaging 11.4 exceptions per mile and 0.50 exi 


ind 2.68 exceptions per 
found 610 exceptions out 
ceptions per project. 


In addition to the Monitor team’s observations regarding missed trees, the inspections have 
also revealed broader programmatic issues relating to the VM effoits, including systemic 
recordkeeping, work allocation, training, and post-work verification issues. 
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Below is a more detailed discussion of the Monitor team’s prelirrii 
Monitor team also refers the Court to the July 17 presentation to PG&E 
charts and graphs analyzing this data. (Ex. 1 at slides 23-43) 


C. Risk Trees 

PG&E’s initial EVM scope required removal of risk trees, regan 
tree, if it was tall enough to strike electrical assets. As of July 5, 2019, 
2,670 potential risk tree exceptions out of 53.49 miles inspected, or 
exceptions per mile. 


dless of the health of the 
the Monitor team found 
49.92 potential risk tree 


PG&E informed the Monitor team that, prior to April 1, 2019, tT 
among pre-inspectors regarding the risk tree program—PG&E stated tha: 
fully aware of the program, resulting in numerous unidentified risk tree: 
Monitor team that the Company provided clarifying guidance on risk tre 
1, 2019 to correct this issue. The Monitor team’s inspections, however. 
Company’s retraining was ineffective, information that we recently share* 


The Monitor team understands that PG&E is currently re-evalual i 
and directives to its contractors in the wake of the CPUC’s order on Jun; 
removal of “healthy” trees (“CPUC Order”). The Monitor team further 
has been in discussions with the CPUC and that the Company is devejl 
certified criteria for removing healthy risk trees. The Monitor team wi 
issue as PG&E solidifies its approach, because the Monitor has concerns 
successfully implement a risk tree program that achieves the original 
described in PG&E’s Wildfire Safety Plan. 


D. 


Hazard Trees 


PG&E’s EVM scope requires that hazard trees (as described in 
Section 4293; and NERC Standard FAC-003-4) must be removed or pru 
failing and are tall enough to strike primary or secondary conductors, 
Monitor team appreciates that classifying a tree as a hazard involves sdi 
qualified individuals may disagree over whether a tree presents a hazard 
hazard can be mitigated by pruning alone, or whether removal is required 
appreciates that the extent of mitigation of a hazard tree may also depe i 
subject tree, because federal- or state-owned lands may have different 
criteria. 


inary observations. The 
which includes several 


ere was some confusion 
pre-inspectors were not 
s. PG&E informed the 
e identification by April 
demonstrated that the 
d with the Company. 


ing its risk tree program 
4, 2019 prohibiting the 
understands that PG&E 
oping revised, arborist- 
I continue to assess this 
about PG&E’s ability to 
goals of the program as 


G.O. 95, Rule 35; PRC 
ned if they pose a risk of 
guys, or structures. The 
me subjectivity and that 
and, if so, whether that 
The Monitor team also 
d on the location of the 
mitigation processes and 


Based on criteria set forth by CAL FIRE, the Monitor team found 
exceptions, or 1.14 potential hazard tree exceptions per mile. Additional!; 


61 potential hazard tree 
y, most potential hazard 
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tree exceptions the Monitor team found were not properly documented in 
for removal with tree paint, as they should be. Further, in some instance: 
were marked with a yellow dot for pruning only (that is, not removal), de: 
rot, or other defects were observable in the area near the paint dot at the 
suggests that removal is appropriate. Additionally, in many instances, 
tree—along with the EVM scope—suggested that removal may hav 
prescription. The Monitor team’s observation is that pre-inspectors may 
trunk of the tree, which is often where many of the defects are present. 


Arc Collector or marked 
s, potential hazard trees 
spite the fact that decay, 
base of the tree, which 
the overall health of the 
been the appropriate 
hot be fully assessing the 



Figure 12: Example of a potential hazard tree exception. 

E. Overhangs 

PG&E’s EVM scope requires clearance of trees with vegetation currently overhanging a 
four-foot vertical plane over primary distribution lines, also known as “conductor-to-sky” 
clearance. 


The Monitor team found 524 potential overhang exceptions in 
9.80 potential overhang exceptions per mile. The Monitor team noted 
potential overhangs were not properly cleared to the sky (that is, the tree 
height, but the higher portions of the tree, which would readily fall on 
not pruned). If there were reasons for not pruning the additional ov 
example, it was unsafe to do so, or it would have compromised the health 
were not documented in Arc Collector to reflect any reasoned analysis bV 


53.49 miles inspected, or 
multiple instances where 
as pruned up to a certain 
e line if displaced, were 
erhanging vegetation (for 
of the tree), those reasons 
PG&E. 











Case 3:14-cr-001^WHA Document 1089 Filed 08/3^719 Page 21 of 33 


KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 


United States District Court 
July 26, 2019 
Page 21 




Figure 13: Example of a potential overhang tree that was partially—hut not fully — trimmed. 
F. Radial Clearance 


PG&E seeks to maintain year-round a four-foot conductor radial 
distribution lines in accordance with Rule 35 and PRC Section 4293. 
PG&E to achieve a 12-foot radial clearance at the time of pruning. The 
removing or pruning all vegetation to prevent strain and abrasion on sec 
establish a clearance of four feet. 


clearance on its primary 
he EVM scope requires 
•VM scope also requires 
ondary conductors and to 


The Monitor team found 25 potential radial clearance exceptons out of 53.49 miles 
inspected, or 0.47 potential radial clearance exceptions per mile. The Monitor team is continuing 
to evaluate these exceptions. The Monitor team has not yet observed any specific trends or other 
patterns that are unique to potential radial clearance exceptions. 

G. Recordkeeping and Work-Assignment Issues 

In conducting the VM inspections, the Monitor team was at first primarily focused on 
identifying individual exceptions to the EVM scope. However, the Monitor team began to notice 
broader, recurring recordkeeping issues and has since adjusted its processes to document and track 
those items for discussion and focused improvement efforts. 


teai 


The recordkeeping and work assignment issues the Monitor 
revolve around Arc Collector, the software application PG&E is using tc 
fundamentally, even though Arc Collector is intended to serve as a cen 
related work, it does not function as such—among other things, it is simp 
points. PG&E has acknowledged that the application (or individuals’ 
information in it) has issues, and contractors have shared similar concern 


m has observed largely 
track EVM work. Most 
tral repository for EVM- 
missing numerous data 
dommitment to recording 
s about the completeness 
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and accuracy of the data. These issues with Arc Collector are particular y concerning given that 
PG&E plans to expand Arc Collector from EVM to routine VM later in 2019. The Monitor team 
will continue to assess these issues, including PG&E’s work to address issues with Arc Collector 
prior to its deployment across the routine VM program. 


Specifically, the Monitor team has identified the following issues: (1) inconsistent use of 
Arc Collector to record work; (2) conductor lines are not accurately depicted in Arc Collector and 
are not consistently corrected; (3) inconsistent use of physical markings 
challenges associated with identifying or observing physical markings; (5) lack of clarity regarding 
justifications for potential exceptions, such as customer refusal; and (6) inconsistent recording of 
post-work verification. 


1 . 


Inconsistent Use of Arc Collector to Record Work, 


Some workers are simply not entering data into Arc Collector. Tre< 
work under the EVM scope are supposed to be (1) physically marked with 
and (2) entered into Arc Collector. This is often not occurring—the Moi 
numerous instances where trees that were physically marked for work v 
Collector, and vice versa. Either failure materially reduces the chance that 
occur. 


es identified as requiring 
yellow paint or flagging, 
nitor team has identified 
vere not included in Arc 
proper remediation will 



Figure 14: Example of a potential hazard tree that was marked with an X for removal (left 
photo) but did not appear in Arc Collector (right photo; trees prescribed for work are supposed 
to appear in Arc Collector as green triangles). 


2. Conductor Lines Are not Accurately Depicted in Arc Collector and Are 
not Consistently Corrected. 


The Monitor team has observed many locations where the co 
positioned in Arc Collector. Sometimes pre-inspectors draw the correct 


nductor is not correctly 
location for the conductor 
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with a pink line labeled “GIS Inaccurate.” In other areas, the conductor is 
no correction. In the non-corrected areas, it is unclear whether the trees 
location or positioned in a relative manner to the conductor. 

3. Inconsistent Use of Physical Markings for Presc 


ribing Work. 

As noted above, pre-inspectors appear to use paint or flagging to designate tree work, 
though it is difficult to tell which method has been used and what tree workers should be looking 
for. For example, the Monitor team has observed a wide variety of paint cjolors and flagging types 
on trees in EVM locations (as shown in Figure 15 below). While the M 
that pre-inspectors use yellow paint to prescribe EVM work, the existence 
on a tree could create understandable confusion for tree crews. Indeed, 
entry in Arc Collector, it is unclear for tree workers what work needs to be 
may explain some of the related execution defects observed in the fie 


in the wrong place with 
are noted in their actual 


onitor team understands 
of multiple paint colors 
absent a corresponding 
done on the tree, which 
d. This is particularly 


significant for EVM work, which is not required by law and can be subject to customer negotiation. 


Moreover, when inconsistent physical markings are compounded 
in Arc Collector, it is difficult to determine whether a potential exception 
is an underlying reasoned basis for it. Specifically, it can become unclear 
not precisely prescribe the work, if the tree crew missed the work, if bo t 
tree crew erred, or if the work was properly prescribed and completed per 
but without documentation to explain the exception. In addition to creat 
type of work required, issues caused by inconsistent markings on trees (ai 
clarity in Arc Collector) can be difficult to meaningfully remediate, as it 
process the error occurred. 


v/ith missing information 
exists and whether there 
if the pre-inspector did 
h the pre-inspector and 
the customer’s wishes, 
ing confusion as to the 
corresponding lack of 
is unclear where in the 


nd 
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Figure 15: Example of a tree marked with several colors, but without a corresponding entry in 
Arc Collector to explain the precise prescription. 

4. Challenges Associated with Identifying or Observing Physical 
Markings. 

Relatedly, the Monitor team observed that it can be difficult to notice or otherwise 
determine whether a tree has been marked with paint or a flag. In areas with dense vegetation and 
without a traversable path near a tree, it can be difficult to spot paint markings or flags. 
Additionally, if an area with dense vegetation is flagged, the flag is sometimes affixed to a nearby 
fence or some landmark other than the subject tree itself, which can cres te confusion as to which 
tree is to be worked. The Monitor team also observed that different type s of flags would be used 
(without an underlying legend explaining which flag is to be used for w lat purposes), which can 
create confusion for subsequent work crews as to whether the tree is marked for pruning, removal, 
or was flagged for purposes completely unrelated to PG&E’s VM work (for example, flagged by 
the property owner). Again, this lack of clarity may help to explain some of the execution defects 
identified in the field. 


Furthermore, even if a tree is readily observable, the marking may readily fade or disappear 
over time under current PG&E practices. In particular, there is often a period of months between 
pre-inspection and tree work, which means that paint can fade or become covered by moss or other 
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vegetation. Given that trees that are physically marked often do not appear in Arc Collector, this 
can result in trees that are prescribed for work but never worked. 

The Monitor team also observed inconsistencies in the process for changing paint markings 
on trees. The Monitor team observed trees that were marked at one time with yellow paint, but 
then that paint was covered with other paint. In some instances, these fees already appeared to 
comply with the EVM scope and did not need to be worked. In other instances, the trees with 
covered-up paint needed to be worked under the EVM scope. These practices could potentially 
cause a tree that was once identified by a pre-inspector as requiring pruning or removal to never 
be worked or even seen by a tree crew. PG&E did not provide any explanation for this situation, 
but appreciated the Monitor team flagging the issue for remediation going forward. 



Figure 16: Example of a potential hazard tree with a yellow X covered up with white paint. 
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Figure 17: Example of tree paint fading over time due to moss growth. 



Figure 18: Example of flagging that is difficult to observe in dense vegetation. 
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5. Lack of Clarity Regarding Justifications for Potjential Exceptions, Such 
as Customer Refusal. 

There is a lack of clarity regarding justifications for potential exceptions, such as customer 
refusal. For example, one particular project contained dozens of trees listed as customer refusals 
(the red triangles in Figure 19 below). However, the Monitor team interacted with the customer 
who stated that he did not refuse any work, and Arc Collector field notes also show that the 
customer approved recommended safety work. 


-OTiiC! O&'r: 


5 '6*201 o 1 15 PM 


:ec* l.oie; eDprovec all cougias 
furs for removal 
customer wants to 
keep a few trees to 
mil please speak w th 
customer vefore 
haulnq 



Figure 19: The red triangles reflect customer refusals in Arc Collector, 
(and the Monitor team’s interactions with the customer) suggest that th 
the work. 


However, the comments 
customer did not refuse 


6. Inconsistent Recording of Post-Work Verification. 

The Monitor team observed that re-inspection after post-work verification is not recorded 
consistently. The Monitor team found instances where inspectors physically marked trees that 
needed to be remediated, but added either only some or none of those trees into Arc Collector. 
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H. Training 

The large number of potential exceptions identified thus far strongly suggests that there are 
gaps in PG&E’s training of pre-inspectors and/or tree workers, and that the existing training and 
contractor oversight is not effective. This includes the fact that the re-training on the EVM scope 
as of April 1, 2019 was not effective. Specifically, the Monitor team observed 60.33 potential 
exceptions per mile for pre-inspections from April 1, 2019-onwards (the period when retraining 
was supposed to fix prior deficiencies), compared to 64.32 potential exceptions per mile for pre¬ 
inspections before April 1. Put differently, the supposed curative training produced only a 6% 
improvement and 94% of the problem persisted. 

Additionally, the Monitor team’s observations suggest that both pre-inspectors and tree 
workers require additional training on the EVM scope (that is, the potential exceptions are not 
isolated to one or the other trade). 


I. 


Post-Work Verification 


PG&E conducts post-work verification (a final quality measure 
EVM projects. The Monitor team understands that, after post-work 
particular project, that project is coded as “Complete” or “Corrective 
corrective action is taken, the status is updated to “Corrective Action 
PG&E’s records, the pre-inspector pass rate for post-work verification p 
54%, and the pre-inspector pass rate for post-work verification perforrp 
These statistics suggest that the post-work verification process is essenti 
the pre-inspectors and tree workers, or, as the Company has stated, its “ 


on 100% of completed 
verification occurs on a 
Action Needed.” Once 
Complete.” According to 
qrformed in Ql 2019 was 
ed in Q2 2019 is 66%. 

for catching misses by 
st line of defense.” 


ini 


la: 


Yet the Monitor team found 127 exception trees within projects 
“Corrective Action Complete” after post-work verification. Of those 127 
risk trees in high threat areas, which further underscores the issues descr 
team will continue to observe and assess the quality of PG&E’s post 
Monitor team’s sample size increases. PG&E has specifically requested 
the Monitor team and our analysis of projects that have passed post-w 
post-work verification is effective, uncorrected safety hazards and reme 
will persist until at least 2020, even within “worked areas.” 


Inspections of Areas Where EVM Work Has Not Been Planned 


As discussed, the Monitor team has started inspecting distribution 
scheduled for EVM work in 2019, but have not yet been pre-inspected 
purpose of these “Method C” inspections is to see whether PG&E is o 
VM work, as well as to understand the EVM work PG&E has ahead of 


marked “Complete” or 
exception trees, 99 were 
ibed above. The Monitor 
work verification as the 
additional inspections by 
ork verification. Unless 
dial errors and omissions 


lines in HFTDs that are 
br worked. The primary 
emptying with its routine 
t in the rest of its HFTD 
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service territory. As of July 19, 2019, the Monitor team has inspected 1 
lines under Method C (4.61 miles in Tier 2 areas and 3.01 miles in Tier 
legal compliance, the Monitor team found one radial clearance potential e 
trees in those 7.62 miles. With respect to the other components of 
observed that PG&E will likely have to remove 41 risk trees per mile an 
per mile. The Monitor team will continue to conduct Method C ins 
compliance issues and broader trends. This is particularly important giv 
relevant line inspected to date. 

K. Changes to the VM Organization and Program 


62 miles of distribution 
areas). With respect to 
kception and zero hazard 
IpVM, the Monitor team 
trim 34 overhang trees 
pections to identify any 
en the limited amount of 


PG&E has borrowed employees from Gas Operations to help drive efficiencies in program 
execution. At PG&E's quarterly VM contractor meeting on July 15, 2019, the new employees 
played a meaningful role in discussing programmatic goals and plans for contractor engagement. 
The Monitor team welcomes these additions and plans to meet with the new employees in the 
coming weeks and months to discuss their observations and goals. (At the same time, the Monitor 
team is otherwise trying to ensure that PG&E does not simply cannibalize efforts to improve safety 
in gas operations, particularly in light of the San Bruno tragedy and PG&E’s subsequent criminal 
convictions). Similarly, the Monitor team understands that PG&E is exploring some additional 
changes to its programs, including a pilot program whereby tree workers will identify—and 
work—radial clearance and overhang trees before pre-inspection occurs 
trees. 

IV. PG&E FEEDBACK AND MITIGATION 


Formalizing Feedback Process 


The Monitor team is working with PG&E’s VM team to creat 
process. Specifically, the Monitor team’s goals are to: (I) continue to pn 
PG&E on a timely basis; (2) track and assess PG&E’s mitigation or 
identified by the Monitor team; and (3) understand PG&E’s views on prcj; 
PG&E does not adopt the Monitor team’s findings. PG&E has expressed 


for hazard trees and risk 


;e a formalized feedback 
ovide specific findings to 
qther responses to issues 
gress, particularly where 
that it shares this goal. 


To this end, on July 12,2019, the Monitor team spoke with members of PG&E’s VM team 
responsible for reviewing and addressing the Monitor team’s inspection findings. The Monitor 
team learned that the VM team is deploying employees or senior pre-inspectors to the field to 
review potential exceptions identified by the Monitor team and report back to PG&E, though 
PG&E is still trying to design improvements to its processes for documenting its review and 
mitigation of potential exceptions. PG&E’s VM team also informed the Monitor team that, in 
response to agreed-upon exceptions, the VM team is: (I) prioritizing mitigation of any non- 
compliance with regulations or potential imminent risks (that is, hazard trees and radial clearance 
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issues); and (2) conducting a root-cause analysis—and initiating a com 
the relevant contractors. The VM team informed the Monitor team that 
and useful in providing actionable information for field crews. 


ective action plan—with 
the reports were succinct 


i 

The Monitor team is working with PG&E to ensure that the Monitor can track PG&E’s 
response to each potential exception, including documenting the Company’s review, response, and 
any mitigation. The Monitor team will pay particularly close attention to any potential exceptions 
for which PG&E did not adopt the Monitor team’s findings. If necessaty', the Monitor team will 
send an FEP Arborist to the field with a PG&E arborist to compare thoughts on a particular 
potential exception. The Monitor team also plans to audit PG&E’s corrective action in response 
to the identified exceptions (for example, if the Monitor team identified an overhang, and the 
Company states that it mitigated the matter, the Monitor team will separately confirm that the 
mitigation work was properly completed). The Monitor team believes 
given the high error rates presently detected in PG&E operational results. 


this oversight is prudent 


B. July 17 Presentation to PG&E 


The Monitor team and senior leadership from PG&E’s VM a 
productive meeting on July 17 regarding the VM inspections findings, 
information from the Monitor team—both the individual potential e: 
broader programmatic observations—was valuable and that the Monitor’ 
was yielding significant information regarding issues and shortcomings 
management and wildfire threat abatement operations. 


id CWSP groups had a 
3 G&E reiterated that the 
xception reports and the 
VM inspections process 
in PG&E’s vegetation 


In that regard, as previously mentioned, PG&E asked the Monitor team to take a closer 
look at projects for which post-work verification was complete, noting that post-work verification 
is PG&E’s “last line of defense” in assuring the quality of completed VM work. In response, the 
Monitor team spoke on July 19 with VM personnel and members of the IT team responsible for 
Arc Collector—the group discussed how post-work verification is conducted and recorded in Arc 
Collector. Based on the VM inspections thus far, the Monitor team had a number of questions 
regarding the data fields relating to post-work verification, and PG&E’s methodology for 
scheduling post-work verification. Accordingly, the Monitor team is modifying its planned 
inspections to include a larger percentage of projects for which post-work verification is complete, 
and will report our findings to PG&E and the Court after inspecting a su :f 


Ticient sample set. 


PG&E also stated that, in addition to using the Monitor team’s 
conduct root-cause analyses and corrective action plans with contractc 
using the data to assess the overall quality of the contractors and implemei 
oversight. 


VM inspections data to 
rs, the Company is also 
nt appropriate corrective 
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V. PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 


Based on its observations thus far, the Monitor team prepan 
recommendations, all of which were shared with PG&E at the July 17 me 
will assess PG&E’s implementation of these recommendations and who 
effective. 


ed a list of preliminary 
eting. The Monitor team 
ther PG&E’s efforts are 


A. EVM Program Documentation 


The Monitor team recommends that PG&E consider regularly rev 
guidance documents provided to contractors to ensure that they are clear 
should ensure that revisions to the EVM program documents are quickly 
and disseminated to contractors. This is particularly important as PG&E 
initiatives designed to drive additional efficiencies in the EVM program, 
team suggests that PG&E issue clarifying guidance—and accompanying 
hazard trees and options for mitigating them. Field data strongly sugge 
effort failed. 


siting the EVM program 
4nd user-friendly. PG&E 
and clearly documented 
rolls out a series of pilot 
Separately, the Monitor 
training—on identifying 
kts that a prior retraining 


Contractors have similarly told the Monitor team that they believe PG&E’s EVM program 
guidance is lengthy and dense, and would benefit from simplification. 


B. Contractor Training, Management, and Oversight 

The Monitor team recommends that PG&E revamp its training rej 
inspectors, including continual assessments to confirm that pre-inspectors 
EVM. The Monitor team suggests that PG&E work directly with conti 
ensure that individual contractor employees are trained by PG&E and th. 
reinforced through the contractors’ training. PG&E can supplement 
process for PG&E resources to accompany (or “shadow”) contractors in 
ensure appropriate, consistent methodology, and may also help answer- 
should consider conducting joint trainings or coordination sessions be 
tree crews to ensure clarity and alignment between both. 


tli i 


The Monitor team further recommends that PG&E implement 
review process, allowing PG&E to provide specific feedback regai 
contractors’ work. PG&E should consider instituting greater accoun 
including a root-cause analysis for potential misses and a corrective 
also consider leveraging findings from PG&E’s “shadow” reviews wfy 
analyses and corrective action plans. 


acti 


gime, particularly for pre¬ 
understand the scope of 
ractors’ management to 
at training principles are 
is training by creating a 
the field—this may help 
any questions. PG&E 
tween pre-inspectors and 


more robust contractor 
rding the quality of the 
[(ability with contractors, 
ion plan. PG&E should 
en preparing root-cause 
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C. Recordkeeping and Arc Collector 

Recordkeeping defects have been a recurrent problem for PG&E—both before and after 
the San Bruno explosion and before and after the more recent 2017 and 2018 wildfires. 
Recordkeeping defects persist. As discussed, many of the recordkeeping issues the Monitor team 
has identified appear to stem from an incomplete and inconsistent deplo>ment of Arc Collector to 
manage the EVM program. Accordingly, the overarching consideration for PG&E is to ensure 
that it is fully invested in using Arc Collector as a central repository to manage its EVM program, 
at least absent a decision to employ a different recordkeeping system if < 
been suggested. 


one is better. None has 


Assuming Arc Collector is retained, the Monitor team specifically 1 recommends that PG&E 
first ensure that all trees that are identified for work—including the accompanying prescriptions, 
notations, and status—are reflected in the Arc Collector repository. While PG&E may decide to 
continue using physical markings to designate tree work, those markings 
be reflected in—Arc Collector. For example, after a tree is identified for 
it can also be flagged, with a notation in Arc Collector describing the type, location, and color of 
flagging. This process should improve overall operations and reduce overall risk profiles in the 
PG&E high-threat geographies. 


should supplement—and 
Druning in Arc Collector, 


Second, the Monitor team recommends that PG&E ensure that 
Arc Collector are complete and accurate, which may require a thorough 
with PG&E’s existing service territory. 

Third, the Monitor team recommends that PG&E ensure that 
Collector clearly reflects the status of any homeowner refusals, 
environmental issues, or other matters that may not be allowing coi 
documentation will promote reasoned decision-making. 


:he projects and maps in 
review and reconciliation 


the project status in Arc 
regulatory constraints, 
rhpletion. This minimal 


re 


Finally, to ensure Arc Collector works as intended, PG&E 
appropriate resources to improving and enhancing its functionality, 
usage, enforcing its usage, regularly maintaining and reviewing the 
appropriate quality of information that is entered, and periodically auditin; 
robustness of processes. Relatedly, as an enforcement measure, PG&E 
contractors to fully enter and record information in Arc Collector prior 
penalties can be used to incentivize compliance. Again, defective record 
of PG&E safety problems for many years; this is an issue that can direct 
and deaths, as well as related widespread property damage. 


As noted earlier, the changes to Arc Collector processes and 
important given PG&E’s plans to expand its use beyond EVM later in 20 


must consider devoting 
-training contractors on 
database to ensure the 
g the database to ensure 
^hould consider requiring 
to payment. Financial 
s have been a root cause 
Iy lead to tragic injuries 


usage are particularly 
19. 
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D. 


Risk Trees 


The Monitor team appreciates that the risk tree program is still undergoing evaluation in 
light of the CPUC Order. Nonetheless, the Monitor team recommends that PG&E critically 
evaluate how to successfully implement a species-based risk tree program, given (I) the failure of 
pre-inspectors to consistently identify risk trees, and (2) the lack of qualified tree workers available 
to perform all the removals that would be required to fully execute the program. 


VI. CONCLUSION 


is ongoing. Over the 
jf potential exceptions, 
nts. The Monitor team 


The VM inspections are accomplishing their objectives, but work 
coming months, the Monitor hopes to see downward trends in the findings 
and to observe PG&E implement positive process changes and enhanceme 
looks forward to providing supplemental updates to the Court, and to PG&E's senior management 
and Board members, as our work progresses. In the meantime, the Monitor team is available at 
the Court’s convenience to answer any questions the Court has with regard 
and any other matters of interest to the Court. 


to the VM inspections 



Mark Filip 











